repaired the damage. 1 Edward Gibbon did his best to exercise restraint when drawing on that corrupt source, but in the absence of alternative information could not escape contamination : much of what he wrote on the third century is for that reason alone worthless as history, however delightful as literature. We have a clear enough picture of the state of the empire in the early principate, from Augustus to the Antonines ; and the fourth century is vividly accessible in the pages of Ammianus and the Theodosian Code. But the Christian empire is a very different world from the age of the Antonines, and to explain how the changes came about one has to turn to the third century where the real problem is to discover what actually happened. The literary sources are meagre in the extreme,2 and the temptation to exploit the fantasy-ridden biographies in the Historia Augusta is one to which too many still succumb. 3 Other sources exist, but they are not easy to control: and it is here that the patient study of the Roman provinces by archaeologists who are also good historical scholars becomes so valuable. Nor will one forget the vital contribution made by numismatists and 2 See F-Millar, " P. Herennius Dexippus : the Greek world and the third century invasions ", J.R.S., lix (1969), 12-29 for a valuable insight into one of the historians whose work is preserved only in a few fragments ; on pp. 14-16 he gives a useful conspectus of " patterns of Greek historiography in the second and third centuries ".
3 M. I. Rostovtzeff commented nearly fifty years ago that " In no field of ancient history is so much animosity displayed in the discussion of scientific problems as in the investigation of the Scr. Hist. Aug. " (The Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire (Oxford, 1926) , p. 613 n. 2). The animosity is now perhaps less intense, but it has not completely abated and I do not wish to add to it unnecessarily by citing recent examples of credulity.
papyrologists, whose material actually increases in volume during this period. Historical scholarship has moved a long way since Gibbon. Indeed, in some respects the situation has reached another extreme : " Anyone who sets out to solve a problem in ancient history has to spend more effort in research to discover what solutions have already been proposed than in finding a solution of his own 'V This lament by a Swiss scholar struck me very forcibly when I read it a few weeks ago. It is printed in a bibliographical work handbook hardly seems the right word of mammoth proportions, of which seven instalments have so far appeared, each weighing several kilograms and containing an average of a thousand pages ; three of these volumes contain a great deal that is highly relevant to my theme and copious citations of publications both unfamiliar and inaccessible.2 This ought to have been enough to have deterred anyone from tackling this rather hackneyed theme again, and 1 must explain why I have not abandoned my attempt. One could always, of course, find an anniversary as an excuse and this would be a good time to commemorate the death of the emperor Aurelian (the greatest figure in the period of " military anarchy ") and the curious circumstances of the accession of the emperor Tacitus : for this took place seventeen hundred years ago (perhaps to the day ; complete precision is not yet possible).3 But adventitious considerations of this kind influenced me less than the longstanding attention paid to the third century by the History Department at Manchester University, and my own interest in the Historia Augusta. Besides, there are two fairly recent developments which can be viewed with equanimity by the scholar ; indeed they must be accorded an unmixed welcome. In 1963 Andreas Alfoldi and Johannes Straub launched a series of Historia Augusta Colloquia1 to elucidate the problems of that maddening2 work in which Gibbon immersed himself with such unfortunate results. Some of the fruits of the Colloquia may be barren or bitter-sweet, and not all are to the taste of some scholars. But many have already derived sustenance from the writings of Sir Ronald Syme, 3 which may be described as offshoots of the Colloquia. Secondly, there is the series founded by Graham Webster and the late Donald Dudley, The Provinces of the Roman Empire. The first volume, on Britain, appeared in 1967, followed by three splendid works on the Danubian and Balkan lands.4 This marks a real turning point in the study of the Roman empire, not least of the third century A.D. But my purpose on the present occasion is not to review recent scholarship on the period5 ; still less is it to make moral judgements about the collapse of classical culture. I can only offer some observations on the causes of the third century crisis, which may well seem banal enough to the specialist. Inevitably, in the space available, I must be selective and may thus appear to be emphasizing one factor unduly at the expense of many others.
The years 235-284 are characterized above all by the frequent 258 THE JOHN RYLANDS UNIVERSITY LIBRARY changes of emperor.1 There were some twenty "legitimate" rulers, and the longest reign, that of Gallienus, lasted only eight years, from 260 to 268 (although he had been co-emperor with Valerian from 253 to 260). But Gallienus never controlled the whole empire : his reign marked a peak for usurpations ; and well over a dozen major usurpers may be singled out during the period, one of whom, the Gallic emperor Postumus, lasted longer than Gallienus did himself. Two, perhaps three, died of disease2 ; the remainder met a violent death, mostly at the hands of their own men, although two succumbed to the enemy, Decius dying a hero's death against the Goths and Valerian meeting a cruel and squalid fate in Persian captivity. 3 This illustrates sufficiently vividly the political instability of the period and underlines Rome's military weakness. Certainly, her external enemies were now more dangerous. The long Danubian wars of Marcus Aurelius in the 170s had revealed that the northern frontiers were vulnerable.4 After the peace of 180 stability had prevailed for a generation, but the Germans had clearly learned from their experiences : new peoples and new groupings appeared, Goths, Franks and Alamanni. All three, and others, invaded the empire in the third century and were to remain a constant danger. 5 Meanwhile the eastern frontier had also come under much greater pressure. The Parthians1 had never posed a serious threat but at intervals they had been given a serious pounding by Rome ; in the 190s they had been deprived of northern Mesopotamia. Doubtless the Romans had over-reacted : in the 220s the ramshackle Parthian realm collapsed, to be replaced by a revived Persian monarchy. The greatest Sassanid ruler of the third century, Sapor, reigned for over thirty years, from 241 to c. 272 : this alone gave Persia a great advantage over Rome. Sapor inflicted repeated defeats on successive emperors (of which his own triumphant account is now known).2 The period was also marked by inflation on a colossal scale : by the 270s the imperial coinage had been debased out of all recognition. Much work still needs to be done on the details, but the overall picture is clear enough : far more coinage was being produced without any increase in the supply of precious metal.3 All sections of society were deeply affected by these circumstances. In the meantime, the Christian Church, in the face of persecution engendered by the crisis, was increasing in strength. 4 The symptoms are well enough known. Rome's enemies had apparently become stronger, 5 but her armed forces were barely able to cope, particularly since their energies were so frequently diverted by civil war. Nor was the economy of the empire able to bear the strain imposed by continuous warfare.1 Yet during the period of more than two hundred years from the time of Caesar to the early third century Rome had not only managed to keep external enemies at bay but had even extended the territories of the empire.2 How had things changed?
It may be a truism to observe that the seeds of this crisis were sown in the second century B.C. But the fundamental problem of the principate the problem which brought it into existence was the control of the army. This situation had been created in 107 B.C.3 and the problem was never really solved. " Soldiers had begun in the days of Marius and Sulla to assist generals to carry out political plans. One is reminded of the role of the New Model Army during the English Civil War and afterwards. Caesar, like Cromwell, could control his troops ; for his successors his ' major-generals ', one is almost tempted to call them it proved, after his death, an impossible task. Only a centralized despotism could tame Roman armies and remove them from politics ; and it was as a despot however he might disguise despotism with republican catchwords that Augustus, the adopted son of Julius, kept them tamed. "4 But even Augustus did not achieve a permanent solution.
Cassius Dio, writing in the early third century,1 put into the mouth of Caesar a speech before the senate after the African campaign of 46 B.C. Caesar urged the senators not to " fear the soldiers or regard them as anything but the custodians of my empire, which is yours as well. That they should be supported [rpefaaOai, i.e. paid] is necessary for many reasons : but they will be supported for you, not against you. . . This is why higher taxes than usual are being levied at the moment: to restrain the mutinous elements and deter those that have conquered from becoming mutinous, by giving them an adequate living wage . . . We are always in need of arms, since without them it is impossible for us, the inhabitants of so great a city and the possessors of such an extensive empire, to live in security ; and abundant finances are extremely advantageous in this matter as in others. But none of you should suspect that I will harm any of the rich or establish new taxes ; I shall be satisfied with the present revenues and shall be more anxious to contribute in some way to your prosperity than to wrong any man on account of his money ".2 Caesar may or may not have proclaimed his intention not to soak the rich to pay the troops Dio was writing for a third century audience and it suited his purpose to make Caesar say this.3 At all events, Caesar's murder threw the issue open again. The events that followed the Ides of March showed that only a Caesar commanded support from veterans and legionaries, and Caesar's heir solidified this support when he marched on Rome in the summer of 43 B.C., with eight legions.1 A delegation of four hundred soldiers appeared before the senate. The senators temporized and one soldier fetched his sword, '* touched it and said : ' If you will not give Caesar the consulship, this will' ".2 When Octavian arrived, he duly got his consulship, and the soldiers got their money: 2,500 denarii a man, more than ten times the annual pay. 3 The enormous donative of August 43 B.C. was the capital investment on which the principate was founded. Octavian was to become Augustus and men were encouraged to forget the years of anarchy. Even so, he did not succeed easily. Only two years later the situation in Italy was menacing: the proscriptions had simply raised the stakes and the men were far from satisfied with their pay and bounties and land-grants. " The veterans gathered in Rome in great numbers", but instead of addressing their grievances to the senate and people held an assembly of their own on the capitol and passed a resolution that they themselves should adjudicate between the feuding generals. Octavian's rivals made fun of the veterans, calling them a senatus caligatus, a " senate in hob-nailed boots ".4 (Dio and his contemporaries will not have found much amusement in the story : it was too near the bone.) 5 When the Civil Wars were over, Augustus eventually managed to pay the men off, settling them in twenty eight colonies in Italy and scores of others all over the empire, providing them with land and with cash grants.1 Before he died, in spite of extreme reluctance on the part of the senate, he set up a military treasury, the aerarium militare, funded principally by a 5 per cent, estate duty, the vicesima hereditatium. Thus the praemia militiae were assured for the future.2 Events very nearly wrecked the new stability. The last eight years of his life were dominated by a military crisis. First, the Pannonian revolt of 6-9 threatened to undo his major achievement, the consolidation of the land-link between east and west. Had it not been suppressed, the empire would have split into two. 3 Within days of the victory came news of disaster : three legions wiped out in the forests of Germany.4 At his death, the empire was desperately short of both manpower and money.1 The legions on the Rhine and in Illyricum mutinied, demanding more pay2 the elite praetorian guard had recently (it would seem) had an increase which widened the differentials in their favour. 3 The new emperor was patient and cunning and somehow he pacified them without granting their request. No pay rise was granted for seventy years, until the 80s. 4 But before then the legions had shown their hand again. After Nero's suicide in 68, several armies sought to put their own man in power. The long year 69,5 the year of the four emperors, was a terrible reminder of what might happen at any time : soldiers casting off their discipline and taking the initiative.6 Vespasian, the victor, was proclaimed by the Syrian and Egyptian legions; but it was the Danubian legions which won the war for him. 7 The upheaval passed, and discipline was restored.8 But the precariousness of the new order created by Augustus had been revealed,9 and all round the empire, on both sides of the frontier, native peoples had risen in rebellion.10 Tacitus takes the opportunity, describing the suppression of the revolt in the Rhineland, to put in the mouth of the Roman commander Petillius Cerialis what is perhaps the most famous justification of Roman imperialism.11 One sentence in particular is relevant here : " there can be no peace without arms, no arms without pay and no pay without taxation " (neque quies gentium sine armis, neque arma sine stipendiis neque stipendia sine tributis haberi queunt), Cerialis told his audience of Gallic rebels.1 Vespasian increased the tributa, doubling them in some cases2 ; but the imperial finances needed careful nursing and legionary pay was not increased for over a decade, and then only by one third, from 225 to 300 denarii a year.3 If one compares this with the private income of a senator, derived from rents,4 or with the salary of a proconsul of Africa,5 the figure may appear derisory. But ex-legionaries were distinctly among the better off members of society and had other privileges ; nor did they have to rely solely on their pay and savings.6 There were the bounties on discharge and from time to time donatives and booty when victories were won hence wars of conquest were popular with the troops. 7 But the time came when expansion stopped. Augustus himself had apparently decided shortly before his death that extension of the empire had gone on long enough. accession of Hadrian this policy was taken to its logical conclusion with the erection of permanent frontier barriers, of which the one between the Solway Firth and Wallsend is only the best known example.1 What is more, the disposition of the armed forces in the frontier regions now became permanent.2 During the period from Augustus to Trajan legions had been moved from province to province and from fortress to fortress as the situation demanded, with bewildering rapidity on occasion. 3 This applied particularly to the Rhine and Danube armies, but even in Britain there were considerable changes in the legionary garrison in the years 43-1 22.* Thereafter the legions 11 Augusta, XX Valeria Victrix, and VI Victrix remained in their bases at Caerleon, Chester and York. Of the legions which survived Hadrian's reign into the mid-third century only V Macedonica was transferred to a new base, moving from Lower Moesia to Dacia in the 160s.5 Legions were moved from the northern to the eastern front in the 160s and up and down the northern rivers during the 170s ; but they returned to base when the wars were over. In the 190s and the third century only detachments were drawn off for campaigns, leaving considerable elements of the legion at the fortress. foundation of veteran colonies also came to an end with Hadrian's accession.1 The time-expired legionaries preferred to settle in the communities which grew up close to their base, rather than be sent elsewhere ; and by the same token the new recruits seem largely to have been found in the frontier districts. 2 For the prosperous classes in the heartland of the empire this was an admirable situation. As far as most of them were concerned, the Roman army had become invisible. The defences of the empire were " many months and years journey " from the city of Rome, said Aelius Aristides, with some exaggeration. 3 Hadrian's policy may not have endeared him to some sections of the senatorial order, but the abandonment of wars of conquest was clearly welcomed and approved in the Greek east. 4 The army was unquestionably the largest item in the imperial budget,5 however primitive the financial planning may have been. The soldiers were the only large body of wage-earners, some 400,000 or more in a population of about fifty million. 6 Attempts have been made to calculate the total annual expenditure on the army, without any great hope of accuracy since the pay of some officers is unknown and a varying number of legionaries were paid above the basic rates.7 But in the period from 9-40, when there were twenty-five of them,1 the legions must have cost at least 50 million denarii a year. Thereafter the number of legions increased, to reach thirty by the end of the first century and thirty-three by the end of the second, while the basic pay had gone up from 225 to 300 denarii a year c. 83 and from 300 to 450 c. 193.2 By that time the legions must have been costing at least 110 million denarii a year. These figures of course exclude the cost of the auxilia, who were paid at a much lower rate, but for whom the total cost must have been considerable. 3 The military treasury established in the year 6 was principally funded by a tax to which Roman citizens alone were liable. But our information suggests that the aerarium militare only provided bounties for the citizen troops, not their regular pay. 4 Pay, stipendia, depended on tributa. The implication is important. The bulk of the legions and the auxiliary forces, stationed for the most part in close proximity to them, were in the remote frontier areas. Of the late Antonine establishment of thirty legions, one each was stationed in Spain, Africa and Egypt; there were three in Palestine and Arabia ; three in Syria; two in Cappadocia ; and the remaining nineteen were all in the north three in Britain, four on the Rhine and twelve in the Danubian lands. 6 The Rhine and Danube were of course vital communications arteries, and it was not least for this reason that the legions were stationed along them rather than in the hinterland.
Hence some two thirds of the Roman army was stationed in regions that were, by the standards of the Mediterranean world, poor and unproductive.1 The British, German and Danubian provinces can only have contributed a small proportion, in tribute, to the cost of their military establishment. Apart from pay and bounties, there were also the capital expenditure and cost of maintenance for the elaborate installations that these forces required.2 To be sure, the army provided its own labour and many of the materials were generally at hand. But what was lacking had to be provided and paid for. In the meantime, the soldiers and veterans and their families had money to spend ; not surprisingly, there came into being in the frontier districts an immense number of flourishing towns and villages : Carlisle, Chester and York, Vienna, Budapest and Belgrade, are some well-known examples. 3 Tranquillity reigned on most of the frontiers during the long reigns of Hadrian and Antoninus Pius. Then serious warfare began again. In the 160s there was an eastern war and while it was being fought the Marcomannic war, or war of many nations, 4 was brewing up on the northern frontiers. The criticizes Gren on the grounds that he fails to show a connection between the presence of the soldiers and the prosperity, but concedes that " much of Gren's main thesis, despite its drawbacks, is convincing ".empire was invaded and throughout the 170s Rome struggled to evict the Germans and their allies.1 Marcus Aurelius, illfitted to cope with such a situation, was obliged to spend years at the front. But, as Cassius Dio appreciatively records, " although he was compelled to make extraordinary expenditures, he burdened no one by exactions of money ".2 When the first wave of invasion was driven back, " although a mighty conflict and a brilliant victory had taken place, nonetheless when the emperor was asked by the soldiers for a donative he did not give them one : ' Whatever they might get over and above their regular pay would be squeezed from the blood of their parents and kinsmen ' ". 3 It must be noted that although troops from other sectors of the empire had been sent in4 and two new legions had been raised in Italy,5 the majority of the men, the Danubian legionaries, could hardly have been expected to have kith and kin in the wealthy provinces that provided most of Rome's revenue. Later in the reign when further funds were desperately needed, Marcus Aurelius auctioned imperial treasures, rather than resort to new taxes. 6 The reign of his son Commodus, who made peace with the Germans,7 provided the empire with a breathing space of a kind, although the armies were in a dangerously restless mood and the self-confidence and unity of the governing class was to be shattered. 8 The senatorial order experienced a reign of terror that revived memories of the Julio-Claudian and Domitianic periods.1 Commodus was assassinated and replaced by Pertmax, one of the heroes of the Danubian wars, a selfmade man of humble origin who was no doubt thought best fitted to combine respect for the senate's prerogative with a firm hand in military matters.2 He soon showed his intentions by suspending payments to the northern tribes, as Dio approvingly records.3 This is revealing : here was another drain on the empire's resources, in the same direction, to the north. Complete figures are lacking, but there were clearly lengthy periods when barbarian peoples beyond Rome's frontiers received annual grants. Whether these are viewed as Danegeld or as subsidies to underdeveloped nations, they must have been expensive.4 Pertinax found a nearly bankrupt treasury ; but his tighthandedness and firm discipline caused his downfall within (Breslau, 1934) , who distinguishes between payments made to allow individual peoples to maintain their independence vis-a-vis their neighbours and payments made to buy peace for Rome ; he sees a change 272 THE JOHN RYLANDS UNIVERSITY LIBRARY three months. There followed the notorious auction of the empire in the barracks of the guard.1 The higher bidder, Didius Julianus, was unacceptable to the legions and civil war began. Septimius Severus, who won, was the candidate of the Danubian armies.2 The armed forces as a whole were rewarded handsomely: legionary pay was increased, probably by 50 per cent.,3 and various privileges were granted to all soldiers4 ; but the Danubian legionaries were given something extra. The guard that had overthrown Pertinax was punished with dismissal by his avenger and replaced by a force twice the size and no longer recruited mainly from Italy. The new guard was drawn principally from the Danubian lands, being manned by Pannonians, Dalmatians, and Thracians. 5 Under the principate the unity of the widely dispersed army had been maintained not least by seconding praetorian guardsmen to tours of duty in the legions : after a spell as legionary centurion they would return to Rome to be centurions in the guard and the other Rome units ; then go as chief centurions to a legion ; then, back at Rome, they became tribunes in the Rome garrison. The change of manpower in the guard after the year 193 must have had an effect throughout the imperial army. 6 As Severus lay dying at York he advised his sons to be generous to the soldiers and ignore everyone else.7 Caracalla needed no second bidding. " He loved spending on the soldiers ", as Dio bitterly observed, " and he had them around him in great numbers, alleging excuse after excuse and war after war ; he made it his task to strip, loot, and wear down the rest of the human race, not least the senators *V Army pay was substantially increased again, and no doubt to fund the by now enormously increased praemia militiae, the 5 per cent, death duties were doubled. At the same time, to widen the scope of the tax, all free inhabitants of the empire were made Roman citizens and exemptions were abolished.2 " The emperor himself kept on spending money on the soldiers (and on wild beasts and horses) ", Dio goes on. " In fact, he often used to say : * No one except me ought to have money, so that I can hand it out to the soldiers *. His mother Julia reproached him for spending vast sums on them, and said that ' There is no revenue left for us any more, whether legitimate or illegitimate '. * Cheer up, mother ', he replied, pointing to his sword, * so long as we have this, the money will not run out' ". 3 But the money did run out. Caracalla was murdered within a few years and his successor tried in vain to stem the tide.4 Then, in turn, two Syrian youths, the sons of Caracalla's cousins, were found to revive the Severan dynasty. But they and their backers had an uphill task. The great lawyer Ulpian was murdered by the praetorian guards not long after taking office as prefect. 5 A few years later Cassius Dio avoided a similar fate by keeping away from Rome for most of his second consulship : the guardsmen were after his blood, for he had tried to impose discipline on their friends and kinsmen in Pannonia. 6 In some ways it did not matter very much who the emperor was.7 But when there was fighting to be done, the armies 1 Dio, 77.9.1. demanded convincing leadership. The Syrian emperors were conspicuously unfitted to defend the empire. It is surely in no way surprising that Severus Alexander was replaced by a man of Danubian origins who had risen from the ranks, C. Julius Verus Maximinus.1 The author of the Historic. Augusta, after letting himself go on the extravagances of the pampered Elagabalus and expatiating longwindedly on the virtuous conduct of Alexander, was ready for a contrast when he got to Maximinus. The man is portrayed as a barbarian monster.2 The truth was less startling or discreditable.3 The change in the social origins of the emperors, stressed by Victor, reflected a general process : the gradual turning away of the senatorial order from its old role in the command of Roman legions. The Marcomannic wars had taken a heavy toll; many new men had been taken into the senate. 4 But before these new elements had had time to be absorbed into the governing class, the reign of Commodus and the civil wars of 193-7 had their effects. As a result senators were doubtless less eager to canvass for office : the risks of incurring suspicion, or indeed, the risk of being forced to become the figurehead of a rebellion, were real ones.5 At the same time, the emperors, after what had happened in 193-7, were reluctant to put senators in command of large armies. The subdivision of provinces was one solution, which probably made high command seem less attractive in any case.6 Whereas Julius Agricola, for example, had commanded four legions in Britain in the Flavian period, in the third century there were two British governors, who shared three legions and the man who commanded the northern province only had one of these.1 The senators were ever more frequently replaced by equestrian officials ; and these men themselves, unlike the equites who had served the emperors in the first two centuries, were increasingly recruited from the military men who had risen from the ranks. 2 Tacitus, writing in the reign of Trajan, describes a mutiny of the praetorian guard soon after Otho's accession in A.D. 69. The emperor, conscious that the men were capable of anything and that the senatorial class was rigid with fear, is portrayed making a subtle speech, soothing and flattering the guardsmen, but warning them of the dangers of indiscipline and of continuing their hostility towards the senate : for, " just as you can become senators, so senators can become emperors ". 3 By the year 238 that intermediate stage was no longer necessary. Guardsmen could become emperors. The interests of the most powerful body of legionaries and of the guard had been made one by Septimius Severus. Whatever the details of Mamiminus' career, he was a true representative of the Danubian soldiery. 4 To be sure, one third-century emperor, Decius, was a man from the Danube lands who was a senator. 5 A handful of men from this region had been taken into the amplissimus ordo* But only a handful were likely to be found, since the economic conditions favourable to the creation of large estates, and hence to the emergence of men equipped by their wealth to enter the senate, did not prevail in the Danubian and Balkan lands.7 But it must be reiterated it was now too late in any case. The community of interest of the senatorial order had been dissolved, likewise the carefully nurtured unity of spirit between emperor and senate. From the beginning of the third century it had become clear that the road to power and influence was no longer to be sought by climbing the ladder of senatorial office. The so-called " Edict" of Galhenus, excluding senators from military service, was not a revolutionary step.1
Maximinus' entire reign was spent in the north : one season on the Rhine, then in the Danubian lands, with unremitting campaigning against Rome's old northern enemies.2 To raise funds, he resorted to an increasingly tough fiscal policy, which affected all classes and all regions.3 Even in Thrace, a celebrated inscription shows that some villagers had petitioned the emperor when all other appeals had failed : they were being ruined by the exactions of the soldiery.4 Significantly, the people of Scaptopara were able to pass their libellus safely into the hands of the emperor's a libellis by the agency of a native of the place, who happened to be a praetorian guardsman.5 Elsewhere such useful channels of influence would be lacking. In Africa the behaviour of a procurator provoked an uprising and the elevation of a rival emperor, the aged proconsul Gordianus.6 Gordian and his son were speedily swept aside by the governor of Numidia and proconsular Africa was ravaged by the victorious legion, III Augusta. But after a series of dramatic events in Rome and northern Italy Maximinus was overthrown ; and by midsummer old Gordian's grandson was installed as emperor. 7 The reign of Maximinus had been a portent: the real possessors of power had put one of themselves at their head. By a colossal effort of will and with a considerable element of good fortune, an alliance of the lands of ancient culture and prosperity had removed him. For another eleven years men from the Greek east reigned1 and their principal military activities were in the east. The advent of Decius in 249 marked the beginning of a long period during which the Danubian forces struggled to reimpose their nominee on the throne.2 During the 250s and 260s Italians reigned again, but against repeated attempts to overthrow them.3 It may not be fanciful to suggest that one reason why Gallienus was able to retain support for as long as he did from the Danubian and Balkan lands was the origin of his wife, Cornelia Salinina Chrysogone, a native of Salonae in Dalmatia.4 However this may be, Gallienus did succumb : from 268 onwards the Danubian soldiery were able to control the empire for over a century. 6 Naturally I do not believe that a process such as may be observed in the third century can ever be explained in terms of a single cause. Nonetheless, I would argue that the economic imbalance created by the frontier policy of which Hadrian's Wall is the most potent symbol, was the major factor in bringing 1 The origin of Philip is undisputed : he was a native of the Roman province of Arabia (PIR2 J 461). There seems to be general acceptance of the view that the Gordians originated in Asia Minor, put forward by A. R. Birley, " The origins of Gordian I ", in M. G. Jarrett and B. Dobson about that process of decline, and that many of the other causes to which it has been attributed were generated by that frontier policy. 1 The creation of an empire made a standing army inevitable, and the army had to be paid for. Political considerations and military requirements caused Augustus to distribute the army away from the Mediterranean heartland of the empire. The upper classes realized only too clearly that their own survival depended on the maintenance of firm discipline, and were allowed to continue their traditional role as legionary and army commanders, in the service of the emperors. Although the mutinies of A.D. 14 and the civil war of A.D. 68-69 showed the fragility of the system, it appeared to recover. But in the second century the renunciation of further expansion led to the permanent stationing of the empire's forces along the frontiers, and recruitment was largely from these same regions. As long as peace was maintained, the burden of taxation required to pay the troops may have been tolerable. But it is important to recognize that this system resulted in a transfer of resources My friend Prof. G6za Alfoldy reminds me that the urban upper classes were already in economic difficulties before the wars of M. Aurelius, e.g. in Spain, where stagnation or even a decline in the economy may be observed in the first half of the second century. In my view this may have been unwittingly brought about by the drain of revenue to the northern frontiers which had already begun. It is astonishing that A. Deman, " Materiaux et reflexions pour servir a une 6tude du developpement et du sous-developpement dans les provinces de 1'empire romain ", ANRW 2.3, pp. 3-83, and J.-H. Michel, " L'insuffisance des investissments : Signe ou cause de sous-developpement dans deux provinces romaines (1'Espagne et 1'Afrique du Nord)', ibid. 84-94, fail to recognize, when they contrast Spain and N. Africa with Gaul, that the latter's prosperity was enormously enhanced by the spending power of the Rhine armies ; Spain and N. Africa, with only one legion apiece, did not benefit from the only kind of investment that took place (after the colonizing programme was completed), yet even so F. Millar can justifiably remark (The Roman Empire and its Neighbours (1967) p. 170 f.) that " The prosperity of Roman Africa was largely the product of the work of the Roman army ". from the productive to the unproductive regions of the empire. 1 The armies of Britain and the Rhine were, no doubt, financed mainly by the wealthy Gallic provinces, which would benefit in return, because of their favourable river-transport system, from supplying the troops. Britain itself and the Rhine provinces, in the meantime prospered but much of the prosperity remained in the hands of veterans. On the other hand, the hinterland of the Danubian armies was not rich enough to provide the revenue needed to maintain the much larger military establishment there. The richer provinces of the Mediterranean Bithyma, Asia, Egypt and Africa must, effectively, have paid for the defence of the northeastern sector of the frontier. When the costs mounted, it was they that noticed the difference2 ; and the spending power of the Danubian soldiers could not be pumped back into the economy. Instead, it stayed in the Danube area, attracting a considerable immigrant population,3 but largely remaining in the hands of the soldiers themselves, the veterans, and their families, who formed a solid and united group. 4 The wealth that was put into the frontier lands naturally made the empire seem much more attractive to the barbarians across the frontiers, and determined attempts were made by them to obtain a share in this prosperity. The evidence shows that barbarian tribes beyond the frontier were intent on securing peaceful admission to the empire in the second century, or even asking Rome to annexe their territory.5 For the most part they had to be content with money payments.6 These, together with the more settled way of life imposed on them by Roman supervision, made Rome's barbarian neighbours more prosperous, and thus, in their turn, a target for their wilder cousins beyond. It was these more distant peoples, such as the Lombards and Vandals, who created the disturbances of the 160s which led to the Marcomannic wars. 1 If the governing class had remained united, and the Roman army had continued to be heterogeneous, divorced from the native population among which it was garrisoned, and regularly liable to be transferred to new bases, the situation that has been described might have been avoided. Militarily, an army kept further back from the frontiers might have been more effectively deployed in emergencies, while the soldiers' pay should have been spent in the communities whose taxes provided it, keeping their economy bouyant and better able to respond to a crisis, both economically and psychologically.2 As it was, the concentration of so high a proportion of the army in the Danube area and the recruitment of the same men into the praetorian guard from the early third century meant that within a generation from the new guard's formation these men demanded power themselves. From the 160s their own homeland had been under continuous pressure. The Danubian provinces had been badly afflicted in the 170s and they were determined to ensure that it did not happen again. It was natural that these men worked for the unity of the empire : they depended on the Mediterranean world to finance them. 3 In the mid-third century the much maligned Gallienus began the creation of a new mobile field army.4 If militarily effective, from the political and economic point of view it had come too late. The men from the Danube were already dominating the officer corps and Gallienus could hardly supplement them much from elsewhere. Meanwhile, the depreciation of the currency, made necessary by the constant increases in pay and recurrent donatives, had resulted in the reversion to a non- monetary economy.1 Hence the field army of Gallienus and his successors was not contributing to the economy. The men were no longer being paid in cash.
